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REMARKS 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the consideration given to this application and to the 
response filed on April 9, 2010. Reconsideration is now respectfully requested in view of the 
amendments above and the following remarks. 

Claims 43-69 are pending in this application. Claims 43, 56, and 64 are independent 
claims. Claims 43, 52, 56, 64-66, and 68 are amended. Claims 1-42 were previously cancelled 
without prejudice or disclaimer. Reconsideration and allowance of the present application are 
respectfully requested. 

Entry of Amendment After Final Rejection 

Entry of the Amendment is requested under 37 C.F.R. § 1.116 because the Amendment: 
a) places the application in condition for allowance for the reasons discussed herein; b) does not 
present any additional claims without canceling the corresponding number of final rejected 
claims; and/or c) places the application in better form for an appeal, if an appeal is necessary. 
Entry of the Amendment is thus respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. $101 

Claims 64 and 67-69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicants disagree with this rejection; however, to expedite prosecution, Applicants 
have amended Claim 64 to recite, "at least one communicative coupling to couple the synthesis 
system to an item selected from the group consisting of a memory device, a playback device, and 
means for physically coupling to a communication network" (revisions shown from above). It is 
respectfully submitted that this amendment is supported in the specification at least in Fig. 1 and 
at paragraphs 50-52 (of the application as filed; paragraphs 56-58 of the corresponding published 
application). Claims 65 and 66 have been amended to make their language consistent with the 
amendment to Claim 64, from which they depend. Applicants respectfully submit that this 
clearly establishes that the apparatus of Claim 64 includes at least one physical component, and 
thus addresses the rejection as stated in the Office Action. 
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At page 2, the Advisory Action states, "With respect to the 101 rejections, there is no 
discussion of any means for coupling to a communication network in the application as 
originally filed." It further states, "...including means for coupling to a communication network 
does not make clear that this item is a physical component, as such means are not discussed in 
the application as originally filed." Applicants respectfully disagree with these statements. 

As a first example, e.g., at paragraph 50, the specification states, "The stream... is then 
transmitted... via a transmission network 4 of the following types... to the terminal of the 
spectator 8 and more precisely into his memory or onto his hard disk 85." Specification at 
paragraph 50. As a second example, in Figure 1, a connection is shown (by a double-headed 
arrow) between network 4 and device 8. It is well-known to those of ordinary skill in the art that 
one needs some kind of "means for physically coupling" to connect a device to a network, even 
if the "means for physically coupling" is as simple as a wire or cable. Even if, as suggested by 
the Advisory Action (and Applicants disagree), "a network interface card or the like" were 
needed to couple a device to a network, this, too, would have been well-known to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. The courts have consistently stated that it is not necessary to explicitly 
describe in the specification that which would have been well-known to one of ordinary skill in 
the art (one is referred to many sections of the M.P.E.P., including, for example, §§ 2163, 2164, 
and 2164.05(a) and to the case law cited in these sections). 

Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of Claims 64 and 67-69 
under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $103 

Claims 43-47, 49, 53, 56, 57, 63-66, and 69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,953,506 to Kalra et al. (hereinafter "Kalra") in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,937,730 to Buxton (hereinafter "Buxton"). This rejection is respectfully 
traversed, for at least the following reasons. 

Independent Claim 43 recites, among other things, "modifying an original audio stream 
having audio information encoded into audio blocks that include one or more encoded values 
into a modified stream and complementary information, wherein a format of the modified stream 
corresponds to a format into which the audio blocks are organized in the original audio stream, 
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wherein the modified stream is distorted with respect to the original audio stream by modifying 
at least one encoded value of an audio block of the original audio stream." Independent Claims 
56 and 64 have different scopes but contain similar elements. Applicants will now present at 
least two exemplary differences between the cited references and at least this aspect of the 
claims. 

1) The Office Action, e.g., at page 4, states: 

Kalra discloses a method of transmitting audio information, the method 
comprising: 

Modifying an original audio stream having audio information encoded 
into encoded values into a modified stream and complementary information, 
wherein a format of the modified stream corresponds to a format of the original 
audio stream, wherein the modified stream is distorted with respect to the original 
audio stream by modifying at least one encoded value of an audio block of the 
original audio stream, and wherein the complementary information provides 
information to permit a decoder to reconstitute the original audio stream from the 
modified stream (Abstract; Column 1, line 66 to Column 2, line 49; Column 3, 
line 66 to Column 4, line 32; and Column 5, lines 25-29; converting the original 
stream into a base stream and additive streams for scalable media delivery, for 
example) [.] 

Office Action at 4. The cited sections of Kalra, indeed, address the conversion of an 
"original stream into a base stream and additive streams for scalable media delivery," as 
stated in the Office Action. However, these sections are silent as to the format of the 
resulting base stream (and additive streams). In order to understand the format of the 
base stream, which the Office Action is equating with the claimed "modified stream," it 
is necessary to consider further portions of Kalra. 

In particular, the formation of the base and additive streams is addressed in Kalra 
in Figs. 5 ff and in their associated description, at cols. 5 ff. (beginning in col. 5 after the 
portion cited in the Office Action). These figures and descriptions make it clear that the 
format of the original stream is not preserved in the base stream. For example, col. 9, 
lines 26-28 state, "After step 154, step 156 occurs and an adaptive stream slice start code 
is written which is derived from an MPEG slice start code." Another example is also 
found at col. 9, lines 38-39: "At the end of the slice, step 162 follows and a memory 
allocation for a write correction code is inserted." These are merely a few examples; 
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others may be found in Kalra. In other words, the transcoding process described in Kalra, 
which is used to generate the base stream, modifies the format from the format of the base 
stream, at least to insert further information. Therefore, Kalra fails to disclose, and 
actually teaches away from the claim element, "wherein a format of the modified stream 
corresponds to a format into which the audio blocks are organized in the original audio 
stream." 

The Advisory Action states, "As one can see, Kalra clearly teaches that 'a format 
of the modified stream corresponds to a format of the original audio stream' as they are 
both in digital form." Applicants respectfully submit that the above amendments 
overcome this interpretation of Kalra. 

2) Applicants further submit that Kalra fails to disclose or suggest the claim 
element, "wherein the modified stream is distorted with respect to the original audio 
stream by modifying at least one encoded value of an audio block of the original audio 
stream." As described at cols. 5 ff., the base stream, which the Office Action equates 
with the "modified stream" of the claims, is formed by taking a subset of the coefficient 
values of the original stream, not by "modifying at least one encoded value" of the 
original stream. Hence, Kalra fails in this further respect. 

Applicants note that the Advisory Action fails to address this second reason, 
which was presented in the previously- filed response. 

Applicants have reviewed Buxton and have not found any teachings or 
suggestions to remedy these shortcomings of Kalra. Hence, it is respectfully submitted 
that the cited references do not support rejections of Claims 43-47, 49, 53, 56, 57, 63-66, 
and 69 under 35 U.S. C. § 103 for at least these reasons. 

Additionally, it is respectfully submitted that the rejections of at least Claims 47 and 57 
are also unsupported for at least the following reasons. Claim 47 recites "wherein the data 
profile includes an indication of rights of a user to access content of the original audio stream." 
Claim 57, while of different scope, includes similar elements. At page 7, the Office Action 
states, in connection with Claim 47: 

Kalra as modified by Buxton discloses the method of claim 44, in addition, 
Buxton discloses that accessing a data profile includes accessing a data profile 
that includes an indication of rights of a user to access content of the original 
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audio stream (Column 3, lines 21-50; Column 5, line 17 to Column 6, line 43; and 
Column 8, lines 23-47; showing different ways of transmitting the data dependent 
on characteristics of the receiver, authenticated user identification, and whether 
the channel is trusted or not (the combination of which defines the profile of the 
device, user, and channel). The distributor may only send CAM A data (content 
after mask applied), which corresponds to the modified stream or CAMA data 
along with an encrypted mask content and knowledge of how to reverse the 
masking, for example, depending on the profile of the user/device). 

Office Action at 7. In other words, the Office Action is understood, given the lack of any 

discussion to the contrary, as stating or implying that Kalra fails to disclose at least the elements 

of Claim 47 (with which Applicants agree) and is relying on Buxton to remedy this failure of 

Kalra. Applicants believe, however, that the above discussion may reflect a misunderstanding of 

what is disclosed in the cited portions of Buxton and that Buxton fails to remedy the 

shortcomings of Kalra. 

The cited portions of Buxton read as follows. Column 3, lines 21-50 reads: 

Generally, digital content may be transmitted in three different formats. First, the 
content may be transmitted "in the clear", that is, in unedited and unmasked form 
as originally authored. FIG. 2 shows content transmitted "in the clear", without 
any masking being applied to it. In FIG. 2, the content is shown as being 
distributed in a continuing stream of data portions or packets. A variation on this 
format is shown in FIG. 3, where the content is transmitted unobfuscated and a 
mask is sent along with the original content, thereby allowing any element in a 
distribution hierarchy to apply the mask to the content to obfuscate selected 
portions of the content according to the specifications of the mask. Second, the 
content may be transmitted with a mask already applied to it to generate "content 
after mask applied" (CAMA) data. This modified content may have had 
objectionable or sensitive data or information masked so that the objectionable or 
sensitive data or information cannot be perceived by the end-user. FIG. 4 shows 
content after the mask has been applied as a selected portion of a content stream. 
Third, the content may be transmitted in "content after mask applied" (CAMA) 
format, but the transmission of data may also include the masked content after 
encryption has been performed. FIG. 5 shows a portion of content after the mask 
has been applied along with the encrypted masked content in a transmission 
stream. The encryption may be performed using any suitable cryptographic 
process. This may prevent unauthorized receivers from reconstructing the original 
content. By using encryption, the content transmitted through open channels to 
existing, untrustworthy receivers may still be protected. 

Buxton at col. 3, lines 21-50. This passage addresses the different modes in which content may 

be transmitted. It does not address the conditions under which each mode is used, other than, 
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perhaps, "unauthorized receivers." However, the determination of whether or not a receiver is 
unauthorized is not discussed. 

Column 5, line 17 to column 6, line 43 reads: 

Receivers form the final destination of content among the components of the 
system. Receivers 18, 20, and 22, receive and render the digital content, either 
original content or obfuscated content. Rendering may comprise displaying text, 
images, and video, and generating audio signals. A receiver may comprise a 
digital television, a set-top box, a personal computer (PC), a satellite receiver, a 
personal digital assistant (PDA), or other device for receiving and rendering 
multimedia signals. Trusted receivers may perform masking operations locally, 
while untrusted receivers may require content to be masked upstream in the 
distribution hierarchy and prior to reception. User authentication may be 
employed to obtain the correct identification of a target audience or end-user at a 
receiver's location. For example, a pass code or personal identification number 
(PIN) may need to be entered into the receiver in order to have the receiver render 
original content, or to select an appropriate level of masking. Other user 
authentication techniques may also be used. 

With the present invention, the audience (determined individually, via other 
members of an audience such as parents or corporate management, or via third 
parties such as governmental regulatory groups) can influence or control the 
selection or absence of masks by directly influencing the application of masks at 
each stage of the distribution hierarchy. As shown in FIG. 1, for some receivers, 
the resulting rendered content may be without obfuscation 30, but for other 
receivers, the rendered content may be with obfuscation 32, 34. 

At each stage of the content authoring and distribution system of the present 
invention, system entities decide how to transmit the content. An entity may 
transmit the original content only, transmit the original content and associated 
mask for future application of the mask, apply the mask to the content and 
transmit the CAMA data only, or apply the mask to the content and transmit the 
encrypted masked content separately from the CAMA data, so that a downstream 
entity may reverse the masking operation if authorized to do so. 

In embodiments of the present invention, there are at least two models of 
distributing content. FIG. 6 is a diagram of a first distribution model according to 
an embodiment of the present invention. In the first model, the distribution 
channel for the content is assumed to be trusted. At block 100, a component in the 
distribution hierarchy (e.g., a broadcaster, broadcasting network, cable head end, 
local distributor, local station) obtains the content and the mask to apply to the 
content from an authorized source. The authorized source may be the original 
content creator or a production company, for example. At block 102, it may be 
determined if the receiver is trusted. This may be accomplished by any one of 
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several methods known in the art of authentication. If the receiver is trusted, then 
the original, unmodified content may be sent over a communications channel at 
block 104 to a receiver. At block 106, the receiver then renders the content for 
perception by a user. If it cannot be verified that the receiver is trusted, then the 
component applies the mask to generate "content after mask applied" (CAMA) 
data at block 108. The CAMA data is then sent over a communications channel to 
a receiver at block 110. At block 112, the receiver renders the CAMA data for 
perception by a user. The user perceives modified or edited content instead of the 
original content. 

FIG. 7 is a diagram of a second distribution model according to an embodiment of 
the present invention. In the second model, it may not be known if the distribution 
channel for the content is trusted. At block 150, a component in the distribution 
hierarchy (e.g., a broadcaster, broadcasting network, cable head end, local 
distributor, local station) obtains the content and the mask to apply to the content 
from an authorized source. The authorized source may be the original content 
creator or a production company, for example. At block 152, it may be 
determined if the channel is trusted. If the channel is trusted, processing may 
continue according to the first distribution model as shown in FIG. 6 via 
connector 6A. If the channel is not trusted, block 154 is performed by the 
component to apply a mask to generate CAMA data. At block 156, the masked 
content may be encrypted to protect it from unauthorized access. The masked 
content is that portion of the content that has been obscured, obfuscated or 
concealed. 

At block 158, it may be determined if the receiver is trusted. If the receiver is 
trusted, then block 160 is performed. At block 160, the CAMA data, the 
encrypted masked content, and optionally knowledge of how to reverse the 
masking operation may be sent on the distribution channel to the trusted receiver. 
At block 162, the trusted receiver decrypts the masked content and reverses the 
masking operation to produce the original content. At block 164, the newly 
regained original content may be rendered by the trusted receiver for perception 
by the user. If the receiver is not trusted, then the CAMA data may be transmitted 
to the "untrusted" receiver at block 166. At block 168, this content may be 
rendered by the receiver for perception by a user. 

Buxton at col. 5, line 17 to col. 6, line 43. In contrast with the first passage, this passage 
addresses authorization. In particular, the only method specifically discussed is "user 
authentication." Aside from methods in which a user enters "a pass code or personal 
identification number (PIN)," no specifics are recited. 
Column 8, lines 23-47 reads: 
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Typical existing conditional access systems require content to be obfuscated at the 
source of the content (e.g., the broadcaster or content creator). With embodiments 
of the present invention, portions of content may be obfuscated at any level of a 
content distribution hierarchy. This allows each intermediate distributor to decide 
whether obfuscation will be performed and to describe how the obfuscation will 
be performed. This feature is made possible with the present invention because 
both the content and the masks are in digital form and can be manipulated 
losslessly, and because the masks may be coupled to the digital content via 
software links or pointers. Thus, the present invention allows distributors to 
determine whether customers are authorized to receive original, unedited content 
or whether the customers should receive edited content. For example, a distributor 
may in effect broadcast multiple versions of a movie with ratings NC-17, R and 
PG-13 over the digital content distribution system to trusted receivers. Different 
masks may be transmitted along with the original content. The masks may be in 
conformance with the Motion Picture of America Association (MPAA) movie 
rating system. Depending on the characteristics of the receiver and the 
authenticated identity of the user, the receiver may apply different masks to the 
original content to produce selected ones of the different versions. 

Buxton at col. 8, lines 23-47. Similar to the first passage, this passage only addresses different 
modes of content transmission, merely mentioning "trusted receivers." 

In order to address what is recited in Claim 47, Buxton would have to establish that "a 
data profile of the target equipment," which is being accessed, "includes an identification of 
rights of a user to access content of the original audio stream." These passages from Buxton fail 
to do so (and Applicants have found no other passages, in either Kalra or Buxton, that would 
address this). 

In particular, Buxton mentions nothing whatsoever that may correspond to a data profile 
that would be accessed to obtain "identification of rights of a user to access content." As 
mentioned above, the only methods discussed in Buxton involves the entry of user data (PIN or 
access code, for example, for user identification), rather than accessing of a profile. In other 
words, there is no method discussed in Buxton that appears to be compatible with accessing of a 
data profile a recited in the claim language, and there is no mention of anything corresponding to 
a data profile. 

Page 2 of the Advisory Action responds to these arguments, stating: 
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Applicants respectfully disagree with these counterarguments. Buxton does not teach placing 
into any kind of data profile any type of "indication of rights of a user to access content of the 
original audio stream." Buxton merely discusses "at the moment" determination of what rights a 
user may have. Merely teaching that one may determine whether a user has access rights has no 
nexus to placing information about such a determination into a user profile, and neither the cited 
references nor the Office Action provides any motivation to do so. That is, Buxton teaches 
completely different way of handling how to determine user access rights (at the moment 
determination versus placing such information into a profile). Therefore, it is not apparent that a 
skilled artisan would have turned to Buxton for such a teaching. 

For at least these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the cited references do not 
support rejections of Claims 43, 47, 56, 57, and 64 and Claims 44-46, 49, 53, 63, 65, 66, and 69, 
which depend from these claims, under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 



Claims 48, 50-52, 58 and 59 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kalra et al. in view of Buxton, and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 
7,290,057 to Saunders et al. (hereinafter "Saunders"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Claims 48, 50-52, 58, and 59 all depend from either Claim 43 or Claim 56. Therefore, 
the above reasons pertain to these claims, as well, and the cited references fail to support 
rejections of Claims 48, 50-52, 58, and 59 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for at least these same reasons. 

Claims 54 and 60 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kalra et al. in view of Buxton, and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,938,270 to Blackketter et 
al. (hereinafter "Blackketter"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 54 and 60 depend from either Claim 43 or Claim 56. Therefore, the above 
reasons pertain to these claims, as well, and the cited references fail to support rejections of 
Claims 54 and 60 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for at least these same reasons. 

Claims 55 and 61 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kalra in view of Buxton, and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 6,807,542 to Bantz (hereinafter 
"Bantz"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 55 and 61 depend from either Claim 43 or Claim 56. Therefore, the above 
reasons pertain to these claims, as well, and the cited references fail to support rejections of 
Claims 55 and 61 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for at least these same reasons. 

Claim 62 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kalra et al. 
in view of Buxton, and in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0064285 
to DeLeon (hereinafter "DeLeon"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 62 depends from Claim 56. Therefore, the above reasons pertain to Claim 62, as 
well, and the cited references fail to support the rejection of Claim 62 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 for 
at least these same reasons. 

Claims 67 and 68 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kalra et al. in view of Buxton, and in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0061239 to Yoon (hereinafter "Yoon"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Claims 67 and 68 depend from Claim 64. Therefore, the above reasons pertain to these 
claims, as well, and the cited references fail to support rejections of Claims 67 and 68 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 for at least these same reasons. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the rejections of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. §103 be withdrawn. 

Request for New Office Action 

Applicants have reviewed the discussion found in the Advisory Action (mailed on April 
23, 2010). At page 2, the Advisory Action includes the following statement: 

Applicant also argues that "In other words, the Office Action is understood as 
reciting that Kalra fails to disclose at least the elements of Claim 47". However, 
no such recitation was provided. As the combination used to reject claim 44 [sic] 
in the final office action is Kalra in view of Buxton, the dependent claim need not 
state what each reference teaches or does not teach, but rather, as both references 
are already within the combination, either reference can be shown to teach the 
limitation, even if the other reference also teaches that limitation, or portions 
thereof. 

Advisory Action at 2. Applicants respectfully submit that this means that the Office Action (i.e., 
the final Office Action) is incomplete; the reasons for this will be provided in the discussion to 
follow. 

As discussed in M.P.E.P. § 2141, II, the Supreme Court set forth, in Graham v. John 
Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), the factual inquiries for an obviousness rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103. These inquiries are to ascertain the scope of the prior art; to ascertain the 
differences between the claimed invention and the prior art; and to resolve the level of ordinary 
skill in the art. Graham at 148 USPQ 467. M.P.E.P. § 706.02(j) further elaborates on what is 
required in an Office Action: 

After indicating that the rejection is under 35 U.S.C. 103, the examiner 
should set forth in the Office action: 
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(A) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied upon, preferably with 
reference to the relevant column or page number(s) and line number(s) 
where appropriate, 

(B) the difference or differences in the claim over the applied reference(s), 

(C) the proposed modification of the applied reference(s) necessary to 
arrive at the claimed subject matter, and 

(D) an explanation >as to< why >the claimed invention would have been 
obvious to< one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made**. 

M.P.E.P. § 706.02Q. This section of the M.P.E.P. further stresses, "It is important for an 
examiner to properly communicate the basis for a rejection so that the issues can be identified 
early and the applicant can be given fair opportunity to reply." Id. M.P.E.P § 707.07, citing 37 
C.F.R. § 1. 104(b) further emphasizes that an Office Action should be complete. 

In the above statement, the Advisory Action says, "the dependent claim need not state 
what each reference teaches or does not teach, but rather, as both references are already within 
the combination, either reference can be shown to teach the limitation, even if the other reference 
also teaches that limitation, or portions thereof." However, it is noted that the Office Action 
merely stated: 
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leg ling Ciain 47 

Kalra as modified by Buxton discloses the method of claim 
44, in addition. Buxton discloses that accessing a data profile 
includes accessing a data profile that includes an indication of 
rights of a user to access content of the original audio stream 
(Column 3, lines 21-50; Column 5, line 17 to Column 6, line 43; and 
Column 8, lines 23-47; showing different ways of transmitting the 
data depending on characteristics of the receiver, authenticated 
user identification, and whether toe channel Is trusted or not (the 
combination of which defines the profile of the device, user, and 
channel). The distributor may send only CAMA data (content after 
mask applied), which corresponds to the modified stream or CAMA. 
data along with an encrypted masked content and knowledge of 
how to reverse the masking, for example, depending on the profile 
of the user/device). 

Office Action at 6. This merely alleges that Buxton teaches "accessing a data profile that 
includes an indication of rights of a user to access content..." However, this fails to state the 
differences between the prior art (namely, Kalra) and the subject matter of Claim 47, nor does it 
state how the references could be combined to arrive at the claimed subject matter. 

Based at least on these points, it is respectfully submitted that the Office Action is 
deficient and fails to provide Applicants with a "fair opportunity to reply." In view of this, 
Applicants request a new, complete Office Action, with a restarted response period. 
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Disclaimer 

Applicants may not have presented all possible arguments or have refuted the 
characterizations of either the claims or the prior art as found in the Office Action. However, the 
lack of such arguments or refutations is not intended to act as a waiver of such arguments or as 
concurrence with such characterizations. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, consideration and allowance are respectfully solicited. 

In the event the Examiner believes an interview might serve in any way to advance the 
prosecution of this application, the undersigned is available at the telephone number noted 
below. 

The Office is authorized to charge any necessary fees to Deposit Account No. 22-0185. 

Applicant believes no fee is due with this response. However, if a fee is due, please 
charge our Deposit Account No. 22-0185, under Order No. 27592-01 1 1 1-US from which the 
undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Dated: May 12, 2010 Respectfully submitted, 



Electronic signature: /Jeffrey W. Gluck/ 
Jeffrey W. Gluck 

Registration No.: 44,457 
CONNOLLY BOVE LODGE & HUTZ LLP 
1875 Eye Street, NW 
Suite 1100 

Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 331-7111 
(202) 572-0322 (Direct Dial) 
(202) 293-6229 (Fax) 
Attorney for Applicant 
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